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Executive Summary: This study of the reliability properties of the Personal Life Quality Protocol (PLQP) has
investigated test-retest, interrater, and internal consistency for many of the most important outcome indicators in the package.
The results have shown that basic demographic information and simple quality items are being collected accurately.
Furthermore, most of the major indicators and scales display extremely good reliability characteristics. The scales of
adaptive behavior, challenging behavior, and choice-making are particularly strong.
The way the study was designed produced very conservative estimates of reliability, because test-retest and
interrater aspects of measurement error were combined. However, it was possible to separate out the test-retest from the
interrater aspects to some degree, following the advice of Devlin (1989). This approach led to three indicators for each
important scale:
• the raw correlation, in which test-retest and interrater sources of error were combined,
• the pure test-retest correlation (where respondents at Time-1 and Time-2 were identical), and
• the pure interrater correlation (calculated by a formula which presumes that any error not due to instability over time
must be due to lack of agreement across respondents).
Table 5 summarizes the results of these analyses.
Table 5
Summary of Reliability Findings

Dimension
Adaptive Behavior
Challenging Behavior
Choice-Making
Reported Progress on Goals
Day Program Hours
Earnings
Integration Scale
Quality of Life Then
Quality of Life Now

Raw
Correlation
(Confounded)
0.973
0.866
0.859
0.620
0.696
0.668
0.440
0.765
0.757

Same
Respondent
(Test-Retest)
0.996
0.999
0.983
0.668
0.932
0.999
0.446
0.930
0.963

Corrected
(InterRater)
0.977
0.867
0.876
0.952
0.764
0.669
0.994
0.835
0.794

The two columns to the right represent the 'pure' estimates of test-retest and interrater reliability. The results are
generally very high, indicating acceptable reliability of most of the measures.
In addition to the scales represented in Table 5, data on developmentally oriented services rendered appear to be
reliable across time and Visitors.
There are two problems, and both are in the test-retest area. The Reported Progress on Goals does not seem to be as
stable as other measures over time (test-retest .668), although it is apparently strong on the interrater measure. The second
problem is with the Integrative Activities scale, which displays exactly the same problem. Further work with these scales in

community settings will be needed. Greater variety in type of class members, types of lifestyles, and types of respondents
will be necessary to adequately test these two scales and ascertain the causes of any psychometric weakness.
In summary, this study has supported the inference that the Coffelt project data are generally being collected
accurately, objectively, and reliably.
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